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Executive Summary

The ucquisition of nuclear weapons by Japan and India would pose a nuinber of problems
for the Urnted States. Although historically it has been a basic tenet of U.S, policy that any increase
in the number of states possessing nuclear weapons is automatically judged to be detrimental to U.S.
Interests and to world stability, an examinatiorn of the current world situation indicates that neither
U.S. interests ror international stability would be inexorabiy distupted by such a development--—

particularly if the new nuctear power was an ally of the United States, as is Japan.

In the context ot the Nixon Doctrine, in which ihe Unitec States attempts to find enquilibrium
in the world power balance including a balance in the Asian—Pacilic theater, U.S. defense interests

' this area might be summarized as folfows:

. To encourage Japan to assume a farger share of the burdern for
regional security;

? To support seif-defense and social, economic, and political efforts
by allies and other noncommunist nations;

) To promote regional security arrancernents which include the
contribution of material and technical aid when desired; and

® To maintain the credibility of present U.S. commitments and
prevent coercion by the USSR or China of nations deemeu vital
to U.S. interests.

The United States should realize, however, that the nations of the Asian—Pacific area may be
convineed that American military presence and policy are not sufficient tc ensure their own
security. Therefore, those nations possessing the technical capability may choose to enhance

their own security via the development of nuclear weapons.

Such weapons, when possessed by Japan or India, could contribute to an increasingly stable
power balance in the Asian—Pacific region by counterveiling both the power of the USSR and
China and other destabilizing niovements in Asia. U.S. interests could be viewed as enhanced
particularly if Japan or India accompanied the acquisition of nuclear weapons with the develop-

ment of technical and political safequards against their accidental use.

The existence of a self-reliant India which is not allied with the USSR against the United
States but which could assure the integrity of the subcontinent and security of the Indian Ocean
and Himalayas would be consistert with U.S. national security objectives. In the same way, a
Japanese nuclearized Seif—Defense Force would provide a deterrent to the threat from its two
nuclear communist neighbors. The Indian weapon would presumably pose no direct threat to
the United States due to range constraints as well as political considerations, and even if Japanese
weapons had the range capability they would not be considered any more of a threat thaiy British
or French SLBM:s.
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The United States can influence but not determine an lidian or Japanese decision not to

o nuetear. Therefore, American interests may be hetter served by working with and trying to

shape the nuclear devetopment and planning that does take place. A eertain degree of Indian/

Japanese dependeree upon the United States is viewed as beneficiat in the context of weapons

aequisition, not enly because it would exclude dependenee upon the USSR and China but also

because 1L could provide a measure of leverage for the United States in future contingencies.

In the event of the aequisition of nuclear weapons by Japan or tndia, the United States

has the following alternative response options:

A. Alternatives Prior to Commitment To Go Nuclear

Increased U.S. nonnuclear military and technicat assistance to hoth
nations in an attempt Lo strengthen conventional military forees
and thereby lessen the seeurity coneerns that could be forcing
nuclear weapons acquisition,

More explicit and credible nuclear guarantees against nuclear
threats from their neighbors, on hoth the tactical and the strateaic
level,

Political -diptomatie pressure against the decision to go nuclear
coupled with support for Indian and Japanese political or diplo-
matic objectives such as increased potitical stature.

Economic pressure by the extension or withholding of grants in
aid--i.e., to India, agricuttural goods and technology; to Japan,
U.S. iniports and teehnotogy.

A transfer of U.S. nuclear weapons to India and Japan, approved
by the Congress and incorporating contral technologies that
assure the nonuse of weapons in any mode for which they were
not specifically transferred.

B. Alternatives After Commitment To Go Nuclear

A program of dissuasion or obstruction, which would he politically
infeasiblc, inimical to overatl U.S. objectives, and quite likely to be
counterproductive.

A position of passive acceptance, which the United States could
adopt while continuing to disapprove of weapon development
because of the lack of practical alternatives to dissuasion or
obstruction.

Active cooperation and assistance, which should be coi.-idered
in order to prevent Japan from moving away from the Uniwed
States and into a Soviet or Sino alliance system and India from
moving further into the Soviet system.
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If the United States opts for a policy of cooperation and assistance, three levels of

actvity are possible:

. General cooperation and assistance not involving nuclear
weapons,
] Technical cooperation and assistance to the nonnuciear

facets of nuclear weapons, or

® Technical cooperation and assistance regarding the nuclear
facets of nuclear weapons progranis.

i In conclusion, three basic implications for U.S. defense planning become evident:

. Should the United States be confronted with the necessity
of choosing between preventing adverse power shifts in the
Asian—Pacific region involving Japan and India and pre-
venting those two nations from acquiring nuclear weapons,
it is far more important to achicve the former than the latter.

® Should the next five to ten yea.s prove to be a period which .
witnesses a relocation in the deployment of U.S. torces
coupled with a continued surge in Sovict strategic and con-
ventional buildup restjlting in the global nuclear deterrent
of the United States declining relative to that of the USSR,
then the development of nuclear weapons by a Japan or
India which remained close to the United States and not
the USSR or China could be stabilizing in a worldwide
context.

. Japanese or Indian development of nuclear weapons inay
increase the possibility of nuclear accidents, unauthorized
behavior, and pil ferage of nuclear weapons or fissile material.
The possibility of unauthorized use of nuclear weapons may
also increase. Such eventualities could be reduced by U.S.
provision of hardware safeguards and related administrative
procedures.
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ABSTRACT

This study identifies and analyzes the possible regional and
worldwide effects of Japanese ind Indian acquisition of nuclear weapons.
. 1t analyzes the possible motivations for Indian or Japanese nuclear

forces and evaluates alternative U.S. response options before and after
commitment to nuclear weapons development; aud it sets forth the general
implications for U.S. defense planning should either one or both nations

develop nuclear weapons.

DISCLAIMER

The views and conclusions contained in this documeat are those of
the autnhors and should not be interpreted as necessarily representing the
official policies, either expressed or implied, of the Defense Advanced

Research Projects Agency or the U.S. Government.

CONTRACTUAL TASK

This Technical Note is submitted in partial fulfillment of research

under Contract DAHC15-72-C-0236, ARPA Order No. 2170.

The research and analysis in this Technical Note is based on informa-

i tion available as of August 1973.
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FOREWORD

The stability of the contemporary international system, especially
the relations among the superpowers and their mutual allies, is depen-
dent on the achievement of some form of stable relationship in military,
particularly nuclear, power. The question of nuclear weapons prolifera-
tion is thus a central issue in international politics. It has direct
implicacions for U.S. policies on strategic, tactical nuclear and general
purpose force procurement as well as for U.S. policy in SALT and on a
host of other foreign policy questions. This report addresses the problem

of Indian and/or Japanese nuclear weapons acquisition.

This study was performed as part of the continuing research of the
Strategic Studies Center on the problem of nuclear proliferation. This
program has included studies of the technical capabilities of potential
nuclear powers, the international security implications of nuclear
proliferation, an assessment of the threat of unconventional nuclear
delivery for U.S. security, and the implications of Chinese Communist

nuclear capability for U.S. and Asian security.

The detailed research upon which this Summary report draws is con-

tained in two separate volumes; one "Input Substudies A through E:
Implications of Indian and/or Japanese Nuclear Proliferation for U.S.
Defense Policy Planning' UNCLASSIFIED and "Input Substudy F: Implications |
of Tndian and/or Japanese Nuclear Proliferation for U.S. Defense Policy

Planning" (U), SECRET RESTRICTED DATA, CNWDI.

The study was conducted under the direction of M. Mark Earle, Jr.
The research was conducted by R. M. Lawrence, W. R. Van Cleave and S. E.
Young with the assistance of F. K. Means, H. W. Rood, Y. L. Wu, W. L.

Daugherty, H. P. Jones and M. B. Schneider.

-9 Richard B. Foster
Director \
Strategic Studies Center
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I INTRODUCTION

Some 16 nations have civillan nuclear programs adequate to qualify
them as possible candidates for nuclear weuapons programs. Among these
nations are Japan, with an advanced power program, and India, with a less
advanced but nevertheless impressive civil nuclear establishment. The
acquisition of nuclear weapons by either one or both of them would be
expected to create new internaticonat conditions and relationships and alter
the strategic considerations and military policies of the major powers in
Asia, 1he Nixon Doctrine, which envisages a greater role for .S, allies
in defending themselves, the latent and actual conflicts in Asia and
clsevhere, the growing iniluence of the Soviet Union throughout the world,
and the confinuing increase in Chinese power all create conditions that

may concourage India and Japan in the direction of nuclear weapons acquisition.

[n the past, whenever a new nation has acquired nuclear weapons,
cortoin politically and strategically important changes have occurred in
‘nternational rvelations. Each new cmergence of a nuclear weapons state
has alterced relationships in the international community, imposed new
conditions, exposcd different problems in respect to alliances, concepts
of natiojnal intercst, and strategy, and forced a reassessment of relative
power among the nuclear wecapons states, For example, the Soviet Unionu's
acquisition of nuclear weapons, by destroying the American nuclear monopoly,
incre ased the risk to the Western Alliance if it were to defend against
‘Soviclh ineursions beyond the frentiers cstablished at the end of World War II.
France's acquisition of strategic nuclea. forces has placed that nation in a
positen b ddeal, a5 oa very medest auclear weapons power, with the Soviet Union
while permitting it greater latitude in its relations with NATO and particularly
the 17,5, The developuent of nuclear weapouns by the People's Republic of
China has increased the seriousness ol the 3ino-Soviet split while at the
same time posing a potential nuclear threat to the U.S. 1t has furthcrd
enabled Peking to utilize its nuclear weapons possession for execrting
influence over the countries on its periphery and has forced those countries

to exercise greater caution in resisting the extension of Chinese influence.
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Neither (ne eifects of nuclear prolidferation nor U.S. interests in

such .n event can be separated from the conditions that existed prior to

the proliferation, The circumstances that move a nation to equip itself |
with nuclear weapons may have already alfected U.S. inlerests and relations

with that nower and in that region prior to the nuclear proliferation, 3
These circumstances, which may be sharpened or ameliorated but not basically
altered by the acquisition of nuclear wcapons, must Le taken into account.
1f tha U.S. interezts, policies, and relations with the Nth country funda-
mentally change as a result of that nation's going nuclecar, there should

he clear, specific reasons for the change. The proposition that inter-
national relationships will change dramatically solely because a nation

acquires nuclear weapons must be reexamined for national policy formulation. .

The consequences of the emergence of a new nuclear weapons state are
likcly to be many and varied, and predictions of the effects these !
consequences will have for U.S. interests are bound to be tenuous. Much
will inevitably depend upon which state goes nuclear, for what purposes,
what types of weapons it will secek to develop, how it will alter its
relations with other nations as it develops these weapons,,and how other
nations will veacet to the development. Despite repeated statements by U.S. 1
pfiicials over the pasl years that any increase in the number of states
possessing nuclear weapons would be detrimental to U.S. interests and to
world stability, neither U.S, interests nor international stability wouid
be o elearly and inexorably disrupted by any new military nuclear effort.
To the contrary, Lhere seems no intrinsic reason to conclude, a priori,
that any new national nuclear weapons cifort would necessarily be destabi- e
lizing and coutrary to U.S. sccurity or political interests, Each case must
o boe cvaluated separately. 11 is not inconceivable that the emergence of a
new nuelear weapons powver would advance, or at least be compatible with,
11,5, interests. This would be particularly true should the presence of the
new nuclear weapons state dampen any aggressive tendencies of the Soviet i
Union or the Pcople's Republic of China (PRC) and should the new weapons {
systems be equipped with effective safeguards against accidental or A

unauthorized detonations,
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1t 1s in this light that U.S. interests and policy nptions, in the
cvent that india or Japan clects to equip its military forces with nuclear

woapons, should be considered.

o Major U.S. interests and objectives in Asia are sumnarized in Section 11.
with the excepticu of the general U.s, interest in the nonproliferation of
national nuclear forces, ull of these interests and ohjectives presumably
would continue to obtain in the —»vent of a Japanese or Intian decision to
acquire nuclear weapons. in particular, the interest in preventing the

- dovelopment of an unfavorable balance of power in Asia 1in which the new
nuclear weapons state would be sotidly uligned with Moscow or Peking against
the U.5., would romain constant. The study indicates that the interest
in nonproliferation is <ubordinate to wost of the other interests and in

95 1arge measure has constituted an instrumental objective, i.,e., one believed
to promote other interests. A U.S. nonproliferation policy must not be
inconsistent with policies or actiens supporting other interests. Two
things are clewr: some U.S. policies and actious have been potentially

e aroliferatory when other interests dictated; and a nonproliferation policy
is less, if at all, retovant vis-a-vis a particular power once that power
has demonstrated its intention and capability to develop nuclear forces--—

as eveu U.S. atomic cuergy legislation recognizes.

The major questions in considering U.S. policy options for the
contingency of a Japanese or [ndian nuclear force are whether such develop-
ments would be, or nced be, inconsistent with those more fundamental interests,
or whether such developmentis would be cousistent with the most important
“of these ianterests, and vhat influcence alternative U.S. policies and actions

y would have on determining the outcowe

For both Japan and lndia, internal development of nuclear cnergy lor
civilian purposes 1is making a decision 1o acquire nuclear weapous techni-

cally and industrially more feasible as time passe:s.

vindia has developed o relatively sophisticated program for the use
of nuclear energy to generate clectricity aud for application in sciencé’
and techunology. It has done so as part ol a large-scale effort at
industriatization. The availability of uranium and thorium ores, the

strong commitment Lo the development of nuclear technology, the wmilitary

A ' 3
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pressures on India as a consequence ol its position vis-a-vis China and
Pakistan, and the apparently strong public sentiment in India favoring
nuelear weapons combine 10 render fndia a likely Nih countiy. India's
geograpliic location in a critical strategic area and ils special relation=
ship with the Soviel Union heighten Lhe potential impact of Indian nuclear
weapons acquisition, making it likely that Indian proli feration would have

worldwide as well as vegional ceffects.

pocause of the demand ol Japancse industrial expansion and moderniza-
tion aud the shortage ol lossil fuels within the home islands, Japan has
developed an extensive nuclear program aimed at exploiting nuclear encrgy
for the generation of clectricity. Tthe level and sophistication of that
program, plus the advanced state of Japanese technology and industry,
place Japan in a position to acquire nuclear weaponus with a minimum of
additional effort. The history, polities, and economic capabilitly of
Japan, together with its peculiar strategic position with respect to the
Soviet Unien, China, and the United States, could result in highly important
regional and global political changes should Japan acquirc nuclcar weapons-—-

even more so than in the eveut of India's acguisition.
1]

The emergence of & new miclear power in an area as crucial as the
Westorn Pacific or the lndian Occan constitutes a problem in terms of
regional and global relationships, and certainly in terms ol U.S. policy.

The emergence of Egih Japan and [ndia as nuclear powers could compound .
the problem, The purpose of this project is to identify and analyzc the
possible regiounal and worldwide cffcets of Japancse and Indian acquisition
.of nucleayr weapons and ascertain U.S. options in the cvent of such acquisi-
1ion in owder to permit an assessment of implications hearing on U.S. RDT&E
il dlidlanase plaiiig: Lk,  Seriun 11 contuins an anatvsis of U.S, interests
L) (T o G M i NSRRI Tast A1 rae collowang bediion, the speci fi¢ prob-
lem of nuelear proliferation by India and Japan is addressed; incentives,
disincentives, constraints, purposes, and weapons options are presented.
The probable regional and glohal cffects of Japancse oOr [ndian proliferation
arc postulated in Section 1V. U.S. optious in the face of such proliferation
are presented in Section V and evaluated in terms of U.S. interests and
comni tments. The concluding scction, Section VI, sets fTorth the impli-

cations of the research findings for U.S. defense policy planning.

4
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[1 U.S. INTERESTS AND OBJECTIVES IN THE ASIAN-PACIFIC THEATER

the implications of nuclear proliferation by Japan and/or India and
their offect on U.S. security must be examined in the l1ight of this country's
overall interests and objectives in the Asian-Pacific theater. In order
to define U.S. interests and objectives in a particular region, it is
important to bear in mind:
LS That regional interests are nccessarily derived from
natiopal interests and
That, for the foresceable Iuture, U.S. national interests
must be conceived in the context of amultipolar world.
Therefore, from the point of view of this country's worldwide defense
reguirements, it is necessary that defensc policies and arrangements in the
Asian-Pacific theater not produce either a dircct threat to the United
States or an indirect threat by worsening the U.S. position outside the
region. More specifically, what this means for U.S. defense interests
must be examined in the light of considerations of power balance both within

the region and in the world as a whole.

In a bipolar world of only two supcrpowers whose allies, as well as
the nonaligned nations, are militarily insignificant, defining thec sccurity
requirements for one of the superpowvers vis-a-vis the other prescnts rela-
LJtively little difficulty. Assuming hostility between the two superpowers,
as a rirst alternative one could plan, as the U.S. once did but does no
Longor . to achieve detervouce theowh overall superiority, plus superiority
in every region. As 4 second alternative, one could plan, as the U.S. now
docs, for stalemate with the major adversary at the direct strategic nuclear
level plus superiority, or at least "adcquacyf' in those regions that are
deemed more threatened and/or more vital, coupled with high mobility of
forces in order to meet contingencies in other regions where no regional
suporiority exists. (When defense planners spoke of U.S. capability to

wage, without total mobilization, "2-1/2 wars' and then, in morc recent

®
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vears, "1-1/2 wars," there was in effeet a shift from the first to the

scecond alternative.)

Gnee bipolarity pives way Lo multipolarily, o basic condition has
changed. There are now more than two military power centers even though,
for the time being, there still are only two superpowers. In addition,
some of the allies on one side or the other, as well as other "third"

countries, are no longer "military pygmies'"; their relative capabilities

are chanpging, although there is uncertainty about both the ultimate end

and the specd of rearmament on the part of some of them. Since there

is not a static set ot power relatilonships among the major powers and

the superpowers, it is possiblle to envisage shifting ailiauces and re-
alignments of erstwhile neutrals that could lead to power balauces in which
the United States will find itself inferior to its adversary or adversaries
ol the momcnt.i/ In the Asian-Pacific theater, such a threat to U.S.
sccurity could arise as a result of a "shrinkage" of the existing U.S.
alliance system and a concomitant expansion of the power of the Soviet
Union, still the most likely adversary of the United States as of the
present time. The threat could also arise through the realignment of
comtries that arce at present ncutral or the emergence of unew serious adver-

saries (e.g., the PRC).

1t is clear, under these conditions, that while "to be second to nonc'
tn military strength is a ncocessary basic defense objective, it may not be
sufficient. Parity with USSR at the strategic level or a small margin of
superiority in certain regional contexts can be upsct given the possibility
BT unfﬂvogublc shifts from the cwrrent state of power balance. One must,
therefore, include among U.S. security interests the requirement that
unfavorahle changes in the power balance, both overall and within the region,
must be prevented. Conversely, poteuntially favorable changes that would
reinforce stability in the current power balance ar cven improve upon it

would be desirable and, therefore, should be encouraged, assuming no

attendant liabilities of disproportionate weight,

1/ Of coursc, shifts could go the other way, resulting in the Soviet
" Union's finding 1itself in a distinctlv inferior position.

0
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AL Flexibility under Uncertainty thrvough Retention ol Options

he United States maintains that it will extend its military protection

against external, especially nuclear, threats to countrices whosc security

is deemed essential to U.S. vital interests. That policy, of course, leaves i
open the question of which countries’ security will be deemed vital to the

U.8. at a parvticular time and with regard to the particular threat. If the e
threat were divected against countries on the other side of the Pacific,

tow that strategic parity with the Soviet Union has been publicly acknowl-

edgad, and now that the U.S. has rejected urban defense against the PRC

threat, what military protection would the U.S. provide?

1he Nixon Doctrine may be viewed as a U.S. attempt to find a new
itable equilibrium in the world's power balance, including balance in the
Asian-Pacitfic theater, which will require a U.S. defense effort that can

be sustained by national consensus.

However, by including the national consensus, or what is politically
feasible, as a parameter, the degree of uncertainty is necessarily enhanced
for defense plunners, because one cannot foretell what the national consensus
will support. Translated into defense arrangements and force deployment,
this means that neither the level nor the specific force mix and its
disposition can be planned with as much definiteness as may he dcsired.. r
Because of this consideration one must wnclude among U.S. sccurity intecrests
a sccond, new requirement, namely, the retention of flexibility without
underuining the credibility of arrangements and commitments as of any given
moment. This requirement implies that the United States must maintain
positions with regard to deployment, access, and relationships to its present
allies and neutrals that vould not foreclose future options but could

cven cxpand these options if lavorable developments should occur,

B. Specific Considerations

We are now in a position to define some of the specific U.S. interests

and defonse requirements in the Asian-Pacific theater.

lirrst, in order to promote favorable developments in the current

balance ol power in the region under the assumption that, as of this time,
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the most important potential adversary is the Soviet Union and that, some
time in the future, the PRC may also become a serious adversary, we nced

to:

158 Encourage Japan to assume a greater burden for
assuring regional security and stability, and
maintain cooperation and coordination of defense
efforts with Japan;

3 Support cfforts at seif-defense and promotiion

of cconomic health and social-political stability
on the part of allies and other nations not in
the Soviet or Chinese camp;

3 Promote regional security arrangements for
defense purposes by other nations and con-
tribute at least material and technical aid
to them where such aid is desired (this applieg
to all ol East and Southeast Asia);

4. In South Asia, foster good relations with India
and Bangla Desh while maintaining an attitude of
helpiul concern toward Pakistan.

Second, in order to preveni an unfavorable shift of alignment in the

region, the United States needs to:

g Maintain the eredibility of present U.S. commit-
ments in the rerion and eschew unilateral
denunciations of such commitments without prior
consultation and negotiation with the parties
concerned (Vietnamization as a gradual process
is a good example);

28 Prevent coercion by a nuclear armed PRC and/or
Soviet Union of nonnuclear allies and nations whose
survival as independentl entities is deemed vital
to U.S. interests as of any given moment, subject
to periodic reassessment of U.S. interest: and

o {nsure that present or fublure security arrvange-
ments will not come under the domination of the
USSR and/or the PRC, or include one or bhoth of
them to the exclusion of the United States, or,
in the long run, be dominated by an unfriendly
rearmed Japan.

Third, the United States must recognize that the above efforts not-
withstanding, other unations may come to regard the U,S. military presence
and defense policy in the regiou as inadequate for their own seccurity.

They may, accordingly, take wmeasures or realign themselves in a manner
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that would be inimical to the U.5. position., Consequently, the United
States needs to be prepared so that if such developments occur, they can
do so only with great difliculty and at a potentially serious cost to the

nations concerned, ‘These sceps 1nclude:

4 148 The maintenance of a nonmilitary interface
with india in regard to agricultural assist-
ance and technology transfer which would
provide significant leverage against India
should New Delhi appear to be moving far
beyond the current relationship with the
USSR to a position of active alignment with
Moscow in opposition to U.S. interests; and

2, The maiatenance of nonmilitary relationships
and a Jdegree of wmilitary presence in areas
that would give the United States strong
leverage against Japan in the event that
Tokyo should seem to be contemplating re-
alignment with the Soviet Union and/or the
PRC. The most vital areas, where American
economi ¢ and military presence could be
scen in a quid pro quo basis as necessary
by Jupan,iﬁ?fﬁdsﬁgoﬁgzries astride Japan's
0il tireline which extends 7,000 miles from
the Persian Gulf across the Indian Ocean,
to include [ndonesia, through the Straits of
Malacca to the Philippines, Taiwan, and on
along the Ryukyu Islands to Japan. These
arcas must also be denied to the Soviet Union

h and the PRC so that they, in turn, cannot

exercise leverage against Japan in the form

of preserving or cutting the oil lifeline.

Fourth, the United States must understand that despite its efforts,
other nations in the Asia-Pacific theater may develop the view that
Amcrican wilitary presence and policy is not sufficient Lo enswe their
own sccurity. Thus, thosc nations with the technical capability, most
notably Japan and, to a lesser extent, India, may develop additional
military capacity, including nuclear woapons, to enhance their security.
1n such a context, nuclenr weapons possessed by Japan and India would not
represent a direct threat te the U.S., except in the sense that more nuglear
weapons increase the mathematical chances of accidents which could then
escalate into unforeseen consequences. Instead, acquisition of nuclear

weapons by Japan and [ndia in order to strengthen the two nations' sccurity

9
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V16-d-vis the Soviet Union andf/or the PRC, could contribute to an increasingly
stable power balance in the Asian-Pacific region. In such a context, U.S.
interests previously mentioned could be advanced, particularly if the new
nucloear states accompanied the nuclear weapons acquisition with correlative
dovelopment of technieal and politieal safeguards against their accidental

wHuse,

Filtly, in order to waintain strong options and to enhance present WL
credibility, the United States needs to:
W a [nsure future acccss to the region's supply

of materials that are important for U.S.
secwrity and nondefense interests, and

s Insure future military aecess by sea and air
to the repion, insuring, in particular, that
the [ndian Ocean does not come under the
domination oif any country potentially hostile
to U.S. interests
In order to attain the objectives under this point, the United States
must maintain a credible miljtary presence in the post-Vietnam period.
Sipce the number of U.S. forces and bases is likely to be substantially
reduced in the Asian-Paciiic theater, not only in Indochina but also in
Korea, Japan, Taiwan, and the Philippines, a comhination of highly mobile
forces, wher. possible, in conjunction with local allied forces, needs to
be maintained in the remaining bascs at certain locations that are also

essential under the preceding points.

Sixth, given uncertainty, U.S. interests can be safeguarded in a
multipolar world with its potentially shifting alignments only if the
perception of danger and responsce Lo it are prompt. Thjs requires the
maintainence of an adequate intelligence collection and analysis capability

throughout the region.

C. Nuclear Policy

.

(Given the present mutual strategic deterrence between the United
States and the Soviet Union, a special application of the above interpre-

tation of U.S. interests is tne prevention of any deterioration of this

10
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nuclear balance through realipgnments (e.g., & rapprochement between the
PRC and the Soviet Union) and/or the emergence of potcntially hostile new
micloar powers, At the same time, the United States must cxamine the

possibility of militavy options below the strategic level so that it will

not have to siift to increased reliance on its strategic nuclear forces for

deterrence and defense in local conflicts.

The United States, therefore, should support nonproliferation of
nuelear weapons in the Asian-Pacific theater to the extent that such
policy is compatible with, and advances, the U.S iL%erests described
above. llowever, to the extent that proliferation nonetheless occurs,
the United States must be flexible in its responsc. In doing sc, it should
attempt to insure that: a) the consequences of proliteration be as
consistent as possible with the above interests, b) nuclear use doctrine
be understood by the new possessors of nucicar weapons, and c¢) adecguate
safeguards against nuclear accidents be present in the embryonic nuclear

force structures.

thus, to the important guestion, "will proliferation occur in the '
Asian-Pacific theater' is being added the equally important question,
“Will proliferation occur in the Asian-Pacific theater in a way that will
alter the power balance leading to U.S. inferiority or cnhance the balance
and thus contribute to political stability among the super- and ncar

superpowers,’

Wy, India and Japan as Nth Powers

The U.S. should have an interest in (or at least not find contrary
(o 1l tuterests) the development ol oltective, friendly, stabilizing
powel counteryvailing Both the powe of the VASK and china and the unsettling 3
offeets of ambitious, destabilizing movements in South Asia. Assuming
therefore, that Japan and India arc potentially countervailing forces for
stability, or at least that their own political—territorial-CCOnomic designs
arc nolt at the expense of major U.s. interests, their development as
offoctive regional political-military powers should he in the interests of
the U.S.-~as long as this developrent does not come in alignment with,or

under the heavy influence of the Soviet Union or China, or worse yet, a

1
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Pek ing-Moscow axis and provided adequate safeguards are associated with
the new nuclear weapons. Such military development by India and Japan,
or either, need not run counter to U.S. interests and mere likely, if

handled corrently, should contribute to regional security vis-a-vis the

Soviet Union and China.

The ef fect on U.S. interests and objectives in Asia or either Japan
or India going nuclear depends upon whether such event a) hinders, enhances,
or has any significant effect on the maintenance OT construction of a
stable, ravorable balance of power in Asia, or b) occurs at the expense

of good American-Japanese or American-Indian relations.

It is assumed that Indian weapons will r.se no direct threat to the
J.5. due to range constraints, as well as pelitical considerations, and
that if Japanese weapons have that capability they will not be considered
a threat to U.S. national security, any more than British or French SLBMs

arc considered a threat.

Following this tine of reasoning, the question of nuclear forces for
India and/or Japan can be put into a somewhat different persepctive than the
traditional view that such developments are inherently dangerous for the ST
in such event, the overriding U.5. interests should be to encourage,
especially in rhe case of Japan, cooperation and coordination of nuclear
deterrence and security forces, attempt to channel weapons development
along mutually constructive lines, and assure that such nuclear weapons
acquisition (by Japan or fndin) will not lead to a break or estrangement
in relations with the U.S., accompanied by formation of closer ties with
the USSR ov PRC

-

What is suppested s that, while there may be ways for the U.S. to
influence an lndian or Japanese decision against national nuclear weapons,
the U.6. will not determine the matter. The governments of India and

Japan have demonstrated that a decision to 8o nuclear will not be taken

iz
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untess compelling political and secwrity interests dictutu.l/.[f that

decision is taken, and if it is not taken in the context of deteriorating

relations with the U.s., American interests may well include working with

and trying to shape the nuclear developmenti and planning that does take

place, Whether or not that includes UU.S, technical assistance is an open

matter, discussed below, but the U.S. would undoubtedly wish to have some !
infiuence on Indian or Japanese nuclear planning and development, A certain

dependence upon the U.S. wmay also be beneficial in the context of nuclear

weapons acquisition, not only to the extent that it excludes dependence upon

the USSR, but also because it may provide a source of influence or leverage

1n future contingencies

T Proliferation

One question, basically unanswerable, that involves U.S. interests
concerning an Indian ol Japanese nuclear weapons effort, is whether such
a development would promote further nuclear proliferation., While the
“Nth country" problem can, and should, be addressed in terms of the specific
country and its capabilities and purposes, the concept of proliferation
involves the specler of a wider spread of national nuclear weapons programs

that would raise mere uncertainty as to implications for !1.S. interests.

The immediate gquestion is whether there is "linkage' between a decision
by India or Japan to go nuclear and the decision of the other, or, beyoﬁd
Asia, between India, Japan, and any other presently nonnuclear weapons
state. [n the past, some goveruments--c.g., that of Sweden--have publicly
made their nonnuclear status conditional in some way on continued nonpro-
Piteration.  Althouph for wost ol these-—-as in Sweden's case--such state-
enfes can Largely boo discounted, othees, which might be taken more seriously,
fave made st lav stalements with clear reference to specific Nth countries

rather than to such a general condition.

[y

/ . s . . .
L There have been tecnnological constraints on such decisions to date,

which may make this proposition somewhat questionable. But the study
ol the two countries' motivations and inhibitions, summarized above, <
supports this general conelnsion. What is not yet clear, however, is
whether, at a certain stage ol development, compelling technological
factors will lead to rationalization in terms of political or sccurity
interests, or override them altogether.

13
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That problem has been considered and examined to the extent feasible
within the scope of the study, drawing on past SRI work on potential Nth
countries, In all cases, for the dozen or so countries studied, at least
up to a conecivable point where nuclear weapons had become common national
pussessions, more compelling reasons than cimply the emergence of a new
nuclear weapons state which is not a threat to the ¥'h nation will govern
nuclear weapons acquisition decisions. 1t elearly matters which speeific
state gets nuclear weapons and how such acquisition directly affeets a
nation's interests, 1t is difficult, therefore, to link a Japanese or an
Indian decision to acquire nuclear weapons--01 even such a decision by both--
to similar deecisions (preliferation) outside the region, among states

not direetly invelved.

As to linkage between India and Japan, neither explicitly makes its
own policy on the matter conditional upon what the other does, as neither
nation is regarded as a direct threat by the other. 1The considerations
critical to a nuelear weapons decision by cither country, summarized above,
do not seem to include the question of whether the other does or does not
go nuelear militarily. This is not to conclude that there is insensitivity
to this matter in ecither government. (India would be more sensitive to
Japan's going nuelear than viee versa.) But other factors govern, and the
fact that the other had deeided to acquire nuclear weapons would be more
supporting rationalization than real reason for a decision to go nuclear
(dnloss, ol course, clear political benefits--e.g,, a permanent seat in
the U.N, and role in major power arms talks—-resulted for the one that had

gone nuclear, to the continued exelusion of the other).

14
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II1 FACTORS BEARING ON THE ACQUISITION OF NUCLEAR
WRAPONS BY INDTIA AND JAPAN

1f India or Japan perceived auclear weapons to be imperative to
the fulfillwent of its envisaged rational destiny, it will not hesitate
to acquire nuclear weapons, whatever the difficulties that must be
surmounted. The nation wight do =o in ovder to have the option to apply
those weapons militarily or simply to force its way into the imner
councils of the world's cllté, to which nuclear weapons possession at
present appears to provide the entrec. But in either case, nuclear weapons
will have been acquired in direct response to the nationalist drive toward
assumplion of the country's “rightful’ place in the world and the protection
or pursuit of its national interests. Failure fto do so would mean national
decline and acceptance of second rate status. A variety of reasons and
arguments may--~or will--be applied to rationalize the decision, but

national power or survival will be the basic motivation.

liaving established this perspective, it will be useful to examine
the specific conditions obtaiping in tire countries under consideration
in this paper, India and Japan.
1/
AR [ndia—

Late in 1971, India defeated the pakistani Army in East Bengal and
crippled the Pakistani Navy in the west, aiding the secession of East
pakistan and the subsequent founding of Bangla Desh., Pakistan's superpower
allies, the People's Republic of China (PRC) and the United States, failed
to come to its aid. As a vesult, India cmerged the dominant power in the
South Asian subcontinent. Pakistan, unaided by China or the U.S., no

longer is considered a threat which could require India to acquire a

-

1
= ¥or background details, sec 1nput Substudy B.
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nuclear avsenal. However, Pakistani ties with China and the U.S. still t
provide those powers an entree to the region, The very weakness of Pakistan '
L
and the policies that emanate from that weakness in conjunction with the &
Rashmir dispute indicate lhat rakistan cannot be discounted entirely by )
Indian defense planners.

The decade-old hostility between India and China continues to loom
large tn New Delhi. India perceives the PRC as an expansionist state
with designs on Indian territory as well as as a rival for influence in
the Himalayas. The Indo-Soviet 'Ireaty ol Peace, Friendship, and Cooperation,
concluded between Moscow and New Delhi in August 1971, served Lo highlight
Indian hostility towmrd, and threat perception from, the People's Republic.
Indian statements reveal that Indian nuaclear weapons would have China as
their primary target,lA although they might serve a multiplicity of

other, partially nonmilitary, functions as well.

The Indian Oecean, which comprises some 3,500 miles of India's national
borders, has been the subject of much discussion in the context of great
power interests in recent years, buring the Bangila Desh crisis, the U.S.
brought pressure to bear on India by practicing what New Delhi viewed as
gunboat diplowmacy Irom the Indian Ocean with a task group led by the USS
Enterprise. Indian sensitivities were aroused by this action, anc

criticism was leveled at the U.S. for what was considered an unwarrantied

display of power. Other Indian spokesmen lament the fact that the Indian
Ocean is rapidly becoming a "Soviet Lake,' Advocates of nuclear weapons
for (ndia maintain that were India to acquire a credible nuclear arsenal,
it would no longer be subjected to "superpower interventionism,' which it
haee consisteonlty condemned,  In the words of one fndian analyst, ... the

2
futare will betng theruonuel car weapous--the Enterprise has guaranteed that.''=—

Jv preventing intervention in the internal affairs of the region, it is
pointed out, nuclear weapons would permit India to devote its energies to

internal stabilization, unification, and cconomic progress.

=
.

~  See¢, for example, Sampooran Sivgh, India and the Nuclear Bomb

——— e me——— ot ot

(New Delhi: S, Chand und Co., 1971).

jes

B. Rikhye, "Why India Won: Tne 14-Day War," Aruwed Forces Journal,
vol. 109, No. 8, April 1972, p. 41,
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L Political Incentives

In addition to deterring external interference in the internal
affuirs of the subcontinent, Indian nuclear weapons proponents claim that
pucl ear weapons possession could facilitate the realization of a varicty
of Indian political aspirations. With {the accession of the PRC to a seat
on the United Nations Security Council, that body became, in Indian eycs,
another embodiment of the "huclear elub.' China, they observe, was largely
ignored until it developed nuclear weapons, and Peking's international
prestige and influence have grown concomi tantly with the credibility of its
nuclear arsenal, It is Chinese nuclear wecapons and no other factoxr which,

in their view, has caused botn the U.S. and the USSR to negotiate peaccfully

’

¥ ! ; ) } L e
with their giant Asian rival.— Thus, Indian analysts regard nuclear weapons

as 1he entree to the inner circle of global decision-makers as cpitomized by

permanent membership in the U.N. Security Council.

India has long aspired to regional lcadership. It is, howcver,
awvarc of China's rival bid for this role. New Delhi 1is particularly
concerned with maintaining, or =sserting, its infiuence in the states
along ils borders (the Himalayan kingdoms, Burma, Sri Lanka, and
Pukistan) and in preventing their possible alignment with Pcking. In
order to do so, lndia will need to display the ability to psotect it-
sell against possible challenges to the role if has chosen as well as
to furnish a degree of security to its allies., The devetlopment of

nuclear weapons 1s one obvious way to do this,

Many Indians feel that their country is treated with contewmpt
by the superpovcrs,g There is a growing acceptance of Western balance
of power theories awmong the Indian elite. Spokesmen indicate increcasing
beliet that equality in internatioual affalrs is a consequence of the

possession of power-—-and 1ts symbols—--rather than the consequence of

the articulation of virtue, that it is neccessary for a nation to acquire

1 f . .
=/ K. Subrahmanyam, ''The Role of Nuclear Wecapons 1n International

Relations,” The Institute of Defense Studies and Analyses (New

See, for example, Indira Gandhi, "India and the World," Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 51, No. 1, October 1972, passim.
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those atiéributes which engender respect from others before it can make its
influenee felt. Nuclear weapons possession, to a growing number of Indian
spokesmen, is the main criterion for great power status and the international

participation which accrnes from that rank,

Linked with the Indian perceptlion of international urequal
treatment is a feeling of national shortcoming. India's major economic,
political, and developmental problems remain serious despite the signifi-
cant progress wmade since independence. Thus, not only could an Indian
nuclear weapon, the nonpareil of modernization, be the key to inter-
national prestige, but it could also yield impressive internal returns.
The visible demonstration of such a technological achievement would be
expected to enhance the status of the central government and thereby
dlscourage the centrifugal tendencies evident in lndia today. Further-
more, as outside governments began to treat New Delhi with increascd
respect, the Indian citizenry wonld in all probability reflcct this
changed view in their own attitudes toward their government, and dis-
sidence and unrest would hold less attraction. The government itself,
too, would take considerable pride in its achievement and may become
less sensitive to slights, real or imagined, from other nations, as

they would no longer be interpreted in a nuclear/nonnuclear framework.

Indians are sensitive to the occasional references to the
relative progress in wodernization and industrialization made by the two
Asian giants, China and India. It goes almost without saying that India,
a nonaligned cemocracy, usually comes out a poor sccond in such compari-
sons by loreigners. The People's Republic is regarded as a great, if not
a4 super, power, whercas [ndia is termed cconomically and politically
backward, hardly a "middle range power,” although respect for India has
grown sinece the invasion of kast Pakistan in December 1971, Some Indians
explain the prevalent attiitude by claiming that other countries, parti-
cularly the United States, respect physical power in the hands of a
totalitarian, or coumunist, state more than they do an unarmed state
linked with democracy. One way to redress the invidious comparison,
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